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In preparation for this conference, I asked a number of church leaders if they were familiar with Paul's "rule in all the churches." Notably, not a single leader who responded to my ad hoc survey was aware of such a rule. Based on this response and my general familiarity with ecclesial theology, I think it is likely that Paul's "rule in all the churches" has become a "rule in few of the churches" today. While many would probably be content to see this state of affairs continue, especially those who do not like church rules, there remains the nagging question, "Should a teaching that Paul considered important enough to be a universal rule be almost universally neglected by contemporary Christians?"
The aim of this paper is to introduce Paul's rule to those who are unfamiliar with it, and to make the case that Paul's rule is a lynchpin that sustains the church as a body of Jews and Gentiles. 2 In part one of the paper, I will discuss Paul's rule as it relates to Jewish continuity, the apostle's indifference to Jewish difference (1 Cor 7:19) , and the Jerusalem Council (Acts 15). In part two, I will address the effects of the church not keeping Paul's rule, the Jew-Gentile ekklesia, and whether Paul's rule can be implemented today.
Paul's Rule and Israel's Irrevocable Calling
In the English language, we sometimes speak of a person's "calling in life"-a path or direction that seems to be laid out for them and that reflects their unique disposition, talents or motivations. Today, it is unusual for us to speak about the calling of a nation or ethnic group. But in first century Jewish thought, Israel's election was of paramount importance and a sense of national calling was normative. Paul can therefore say in Rom 11:28-29 that "as regards election they [the Jewish people] are beloved, for the sake of their ancestors; for the gifts and the calling (klhv siß) of God are irrevocable."
In 1 Cor 7:17-24, Paul draws on this Jewish conceptual framework, and presents Jewish calling as an illustration to help communicate his stance on marriage and celibacy. Paul's point is that just as Jews should remain in their calling as Jews, and Gentiles in their calling as Gentiles, so should the married and celibate remain in their respective callings.
3 Each has the Lord's approval. The Corinthians should not think of celibacy as good and marriage as bad ). Eschatological blessing is not contingent on marriage or celibacy. 4 Though the issue of Jewish and Gentile callings is presented in 1 Cor 7:17-24 as a supporting argument, 5 Paul makes clear that he regards the affirmation and perpetuation of these callings as a fundamental outworking of his rule in all the churches. The association with a universal "rule" 6 underscores the importance he attaches to these callings. 7 The principle behind this rule that Jews should remain Jews, and Gentiles should remain Gentiles, is that each person should remain in the calling he was in when God called him. This is the kernel of the rule. Paul repeats this principle three times in 1 Cor 7:17-24. Note the parallel structure:
v. 17 each one (eka¿ stw) should retain the place in life (peripatei÷ tw) that the Lord assigned (eṁe÷ risen oJ ku/ rioß) to him and to which God has called him (ke÷ klhken).
v. 20 Each one (eº kastoß) should remain (mene÷ tw) in the situation [calling] (klh/ sei) which he was in when God called him (eklh/ qh).
v. 24 each man (eº kastoß), as responsible to God, should remain (mene÷ tw) in the situation God called him to (eklh/ qh).
Verse 24 states: eṅ w-eklh/ qh . . . eṅ tou/ twˆ mene÷ tw (literally: "in what he was called, in this remain"). Here the "in what he was called" (NRSV "to which God called you") seems to refer to particular modes of life and not simply to "God's call to salvation." 8 This argument is strengthened when the parallel in verse 20 is examined: eṅ thØ v klh/ sei hØ ∞ eklh/ qh, eṅ tau/ thØ mene÷ tw (literally: "in the calling in which he/one was called, in this let him remain"). Most translators concede that in verse 20 klh/ sei refers to one's place in life when called (NRSV, ESV, NASB, REB, NET; cf. 1 Cor 1:26). 9 This would suggest by extension, on the basis of Paul's use of eklh/ qh in verses 20 and 24, that the "situation" (klh/ sei) in life is itself a calling. 10 This is how Augustine interpreted 1 Cor 7:17-20:
6 NRSV, ESV, RSV, NIV, NJB, REB, NLT, NCV, NIRV, CJB. "I make this rule (diata¿ ssomai) in all the churches" (BDAG 2000:238) . Cf. diata¿ ssw in 1 Cor 9:14; 16:1; Ti 1:5; Luke 17:9-10; Acts 7:44; 18:2; 23:31; 24:23. 7 1 Cor 7:17-27 may reflect Pauline halakhah, "A halakhically specific reading enables us to imagine Paul as violently protesting against forcing the law on non-Jewish believers, while still supposing Jewish believers to remain law-observant. In parallel to this specific reading, we are able to see that Paul's 'law theology' does not intend to do away with the law but to argue its distinctive value for Jews and for non-Jews. Yes, there is 'law theology' in Romans and Galatians, but its application is halakhically specific: it has distinct practical implications for Jews and for non-Jews. Both are justified by faith only-therefore non-Jews must not start observing the law and Jews must not stop doing so. Such is the message of Paul's 'ecclesiastical rule' in 1 " (Peter J. Tomson, "Halakhah in the New Testament: A Research Overview," in The New Testament and Rabbinic Literature, eds. Reimund Bieringer, Florentino García Martínez, Didier Pollefeyt and Peter J. Tomson [SJSJ 136; Leiden: Brill, 2010], 204-205) ; "Indeed, the fundamental conviction of Paul, and in my view the key to understanding his theological position on law and faith, is that all people must remain in the condition in which they were when they were called (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) 8 It is notable that Paul can refer to his apostleship as a calling, "Paul, called to be an apostle (klhto\ ß aÓ po/ stoloß)" (1 Cor 1:1; cf. Rom 1:1). Here, "called" does not refer to a calling to salvation but a calling to a particular kind of service in God's kingdom. Later, in 1 Cor 12:4-5, 28-31, Paul identifies apostleship with "gifts" (cari÷ smata) and "services" (diakoniw◊ n) of God.
9 For a survey of call language in 1 Corinthians, see Brad R. Braxton, The Tyranny of Resolution: 1 Corinthians 7:17-24 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2000) , 40f.
10 "But the concern throughout is with their social situation at the time of that call, which is now to be seen as that which 'the Lord assigned to each' . . . Paul means that by calling a person within a given situation, that situation itself is taken up in the call and thus sanctified to him or her" (Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians [NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987] , 310). Also Mark D. Nanos, "The Myth of the 'Law-Free ' Paul Standing Between Christians and Jews," Studies in ChristianJewish Relations 4 (2009) But truly even according to the writers of the Gospels, a Jew is not permitted to leave his Torah, for Paul wrote in his letter to the Galatians (Gal 5) "I, Paul, say to you that if you receive circumcision, the Messiah will do you no good at all. You can take it from me that every man who receives circumcision is under obligation to keep the entire Torah." Again because of this he admonished in a letter to the Corinthians (1 Cor 7) that the circumcised should not remove the marks of circumcision, nor should the uncircumcised circumcise themselves…You may therefore understand that Paul doesn't contradict himself because of his circumcision of Timothy, for the latter was the son of a Jewish mother and a Gentile father (Acts 16), and Paul was a scholar, an attendant of Rabban Gamaliel the Elder, well-versed in the laws of the Torah. He knew that the child of a Jewish mother is considered a full Jew, even if the father should be a Gentile, as is written in the Talmud and Codes. He therefore acted entirely in accordance with the Halakha by circumcising Timothy. This would be in line with his position that all should remain within their own faith (1 Cor 7). Timothy, born of a Jewish mother, had the law of a Jew, and had to be circumcised, just as he was enjoined to observe all commandments of the Torah . . . for all who are circumcised are bound by all the commandments . . . Certainly, therefore, there is no doubt that one who seeks truth will agree with our thesis, that the Nazarene and his Apostles never meant to abolish the Torah of Moses from one who was born a Jew. Likewise did Paul write in his letter to the Corinthians (1 Cor 7) that each should adhere to the faith in which each was called. They therefore acted in accordance with the Torah by forbidding circumcision to Gentiles, according to the Halakha, as it is forbidden to one who does not accept the yoke of the commandments.
12
Alan Johnson notes that the NIV translation of 1 Cor 7:17-24 followed Luther and the reformers who considered this text evidence of the existence of "vocational" callings (i.e. callings to a particular way of life in the service of God).
13 Johnson, however, regards "called" in 1 Cor 7:17 as a reference to one's call to faith in Christ:
The NIV translation of verse 17 is unfortunate. Following Luther and other sixteenthcentury reformers who understood "calling" and "called" throughout this passage as vocational or occupational callings, the NIV renders the text as each one should retain the place in life that the Lord assigned to him to which God has called him. Better is the TNIV: "each of you should live as a believer in whatever situation the Lord has assigned to you, just as God called you." The primary emphasis is on Christian behaviour that is appropriate to our call to faith in Christ in every situation of life in which we may find ourselves when we were called to salvation. On the other hand, that Paul also says the Lord assigned [to each] hints that as a secondary matter these life situations may also be thought of as in some sense divinely ordered...Verse 20 comes closest to Luther's sense of vocational calling. 14 Though Johnson de-emphasizes the "life situation" aspect of "calling" in 1 Cor 7:17, he acknowledges that "these life situations [referred to in verse 17] may also be thought of as in some sense divinely ordered" and that verse 20 supports this argument. Anthony Thiselton concurs with this assessment:
Yet in v. 20a thØ v klh/ sei comes very close to the notion of a calling to a specific state or role. The very use of the phrase eṁe÷ risen oJ ku/ rioß [the Lord assigned] in v. 17a should make us wary of claiming that Paul did not regard some prior role in society as a matter of divine vocation.
15
Wolfgang Schrage similarly views ke÷ klhken in verse 17 as a call to salvation and thØ v klh/ sei in verse 20 as a reference to the situation and modality of the calling, the concrete condition of the calling.
16
To sum up, 1 Cor 7:20 links klh/ sei ("situation"/ "calling") with eklh/ qh ("called" Corinthians, 549 . "Thus despite the relativization of everything in Christ, the situation (the point of receipt of call -klhv siß) in which one received the call to faith has a specific significance in Paul's ethics. This remains a vital factor in determining future conduct even in issues as significant as whether or not to accept or reject circumcision. One's situation may not be the decisive factor, but it is still significant. So circumcision or lack of it still plays a role in the ethical decisions of those in Christ…So even if, as some would hold, ethnic issues-Jew or Gentile-are not quite so pressing in Corinth as sexual matters, our discussion thus far confirms that for Pauline ethics, circumstances form part of the criteria for ethical decision in Christ...Whatever eschatological freedom Christ-followers may enjoy, this freedom is limited by one's situational starting point when called to faith, which Barth terms, 'the whole of the particularity, limitation and restriction in which every man meets the divine call and command.'...The fact that Paul uses call/klhv siß for the point of receipt of the call to faith indicates that he is in fact giving a Christological significance to the human status and condition at this crucial juncture. Those who are called must take into account and respect where they and others were when they were called...The force of Paul's theologizing must not be overlooked. Calling takes place at a particular time and place and that status remains a given, an essential component of one's ongoing identity in Christ, subject only to the Lordship of Christ" (William S. Campbell, Paul and Two intertextual arguments add to the cumulative case that Paul in 1 Cor 7:19-20 viewed "circumcision" (peritomh\ ) and "foreskin" (aÓ krobusti÷ a) as God "assigned" callings. First, JewGentile distinction reflects an historic calling; the Lord elected Israel to be his "treasured possession out of all the peoples" (i.e. set apart in identity and manner of life). The Jewish nation was called to be a "kingdom of priests and a holy nation" Dt 7:6; 14:2; 26:18) . This was Israel's service to God. 19 Second, in Rom 11:29, Paul uses the term klhv siß to refer to the "irrevocable calling" of the Jewish nation:
As regards the gospel they are enemies of God for your sake; but as regards election they are beloved, for the sake of their ancestors; for the gifts and the calling (klhv siß) of God are irrevocable . 
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Rudolph CP 7 http://escholarship.bc.edu/scjr/vol5 assimilate or Gentilize yourself). 23 The graphic language is a likely allusion to 1 Macc 1:11-15 (c. 100 BCE) where the expression "removed the marks of circumcision" is linked to dejudaization and the adoption of Gentile customs that collapse Jew-Gentile distinction:
In those days certain renegades came out from Israel and misled many, saying, "Let us go and make a covenant with the Gentiles around us, for since we separated from them many disasters have come upon us." This proposal pleased them, and some of the people eagerly went to the king, who authorized them to observe the ordinances of the Gentiles. So they built a gymnasium in Jerusalem, according to Gentile custom, and removed the marks of circumcision (kai« eṗoi÷ hsan eåutoi√ ß aÓ krobusti÷ aß), and abandoned the holy covenant (kai« aÓ pe÷ sthsan aÓ po\ diaqh/ khß aJ gi÷ aß). They joined with the Gentiles and sold themselves to do evil (1 Macc 1:11-15; italics mine).
Notably, the clause "and removed the marks of circumcision" (1 Macc 1:15) is immediately followed by the words "and abandoned the holy covenant." The two are interrelated since circumcision is pars pro toto language for Jewish life as it relates to law, covenant and customs.
24
In the first century, Philo makes the same correlation by placing circumcision at the beginning of his discussion On the Special Laws (cf. 1 Macc 1.48, 60-61; 2.46; 2 Macc 6.10; Josephus, Ant. 13. 318; . James Dunn explains:
Circumcision was not merely a single act of law-keeping. It was the first act of full covenant membership and obligation. "Circumcision" could stand metonymically for a whole people precisely because it characterized a people's whole existence, a complete way of life. As Christians today speak of a "baptismal life," so we could speak of a "circumcision life." 24 Josephus' retelling of 1 Macc 1:11-15 brings out this interconnection. According to Josephus, "…they were desirous to leave the laws of their country, and the Jewish way of living according to them, and to follow the king's laws, and the Grecian way of living: wherefore they desired his permission to build them a Gymnasium at Jerusalem. And when he had given them leave they also hid the circumcision of their genitals, that even when they were naked they might appear to be Greeks. Accordingly, they left off all the customs that belonged to their own country, and imitated the practices of the other nations" (Josephus, Ant. 12.240-241; italics mine). Like Philo, Paul views circumcision in metonymic terms. He divides humanity into two groups: the circumcised and those with foreskin (Gal 2:7-9; 26 5:3; Rom 2:25-27; 3:30; 4:9-16; 15:8; Phil 3:3; cf. Eph 2:11; Col 3:11; 4:11).
27 Rom 2:25 and Gal 5:3 confirms that Paul linked circumcision to law observance. In Rom 2:25─"Circumcision indeed is of value if you obey the law; but if you break the law, your circumcision (peritomh/ ) has become uncircumcision (aÓ krobusti÷ a)" 28 ─Paul describes circumcision as integrally related to Torah observance (Jewish identity), and lack of Torah observance is indicative of foreskin (Gentile identity). Circumcision is incomplete without the circumcised life.
In Galatians 5:3, Paul makes the same point in more explicit language─"Once again I testify to every man who lets himself be circumcised (peritemnome÷ nw) that he is obliged to obey the entire law (o¢ lon to\ n no/ mon)"─Paul uses circumcision here as pars pro toto language for keeping all of God's commandments. The apostle upholds the Second Temple Jewish understanding that ritual circumcision initiates one into the covenant. Covenant responsibilities (detailed in the law) are binding on the circumcised one.
29 As Dunn puts it, "'the Jewish way of life' was a complete package" (cf. Mt 5:18-19; Jas 2:10).
30 Following this line of thought, Dieter Mitternacht contends that Galatians 5:3 should be read straight up as "whoever is circumcised (including Paul) is obligated to observe the whole law." 31 Paul's words appear to imply that he was living the circumcised life. Otherwise, his words would have had no force:
If the Galatians did not know Paul as a Torah-observant Jew, then the rhetoric of 5:3 would have no bite: "I testify again to every man who receives circumcision that he is bound to keep the whole law." Otherwise, they might simply respond, "but we want only what you have: Jewish identity, without obligation to observe 'the whole law. '" 32 Against this Second Temple Jewish backdrop, Harnack understood Paul's "rule in all the churches" (v. 17b)─mh\ eṗispa¿ sqw (do not assimilate or Gentilize yourself)─as an imperatival instruction to "remain faithful to the customs and ordinances of the fathers."
33 Since the law was 26 The distinction between Jewish and Gentile identity in Christ is so fundamental that Paul can speak of "the gospel of the foreskin" (to\ euj agge÷ lion thv ß aÓ krobusti÷ aß) and "the [gospel] of the circumcised" (thv ß peritomhv ß) (Gal 2:7 But what of 1 Cor 7:19a where Paul says, "Circumcision is nothing (ouj de÷ n), and uncircumcision is nothing (ouj de÷ n)"? 40 Here Paul seems to indicate that Jewish identity is relativized to the point of indifference in Christ. David Horrell argues that "nothing" or "not anything" points to unimportance.
41
But given the context of 1 Cor 7:19, ouj de÷ n is more likely "related strictly to salvation," 42 that is, "neither circumcision nor the lack of circumcision has ultimate bearing on salvation."
43 With respect to status before God and eschatological blessing, being Jewish or Gentile is irrelevant.
I contend that Paul uses hyperbole in these passages to stress that being "in Christ" is more important than being Jewish. This means that being Jewish could still be very important to Paul. 44 He is simply relativizing A to B. In support of this reading of 1 Cor 7:19b, there are several occasions when Paul uses "nothing" (ouj de÷ n) or "not anything" (ou¡ te...ti) language in a clearly hyperbolic way. First, with respect to the work of planting the Corinthian congregation, Paul describes himself as nothing compared to the Lord:
39 What were the "commandments of God" for Gentile believers? Given that Luke portrays Paul as delivering the apostolic decree to Gentile believers, and the likelihood that Paul wrote 1 Corinthians after the Acts 15 Jerusalem Council decision (Acts 18:1-18), it is reasonable to assume (from a canonical perspective) that "keeping the commandments of God" for Gentiles included the responsibility to "obey the regulations" (fula¿ ssein ta» do/ gmata [Acts 16:4]), the four "requirements" (eṗa¿ nagkeß), listed in the apostolic decree (Acts 15:28; 21:25). One of these "regulations/requirements" was to "abstain from what has been sacrificed to idols" (eiḋwloqu/ twn). 
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What then is Apollos? What is Paul? Servants through whom you came to believe, as the Lord assigned to each. I planted, Apollos watered, but God gave the growth. So neither the one who plants nor the one who waters is anything (ou¡ te...eṡti÷ n ti ou¡ te), but only God who gives the growth (1 Cor 3:5-7).
Are Paul and Apollos truly nothing? Did they really do no work of any significance? On the contrary, their work was vital to the establishment of the Corinthian congregation. But relative to what God did, the miracle of changing lives, their work was nothing. Similarly, Paul writes in 2 Cor 12:11, "I am not at all inferior to these super-apostles, even though I am nothing (ouj de÷ n eiṁi)." Again, was Paul─the apostle to the Gentiles─truly "nothing"? Or is he saying that, relative to the Lord, he is nothing, even as relative to the super-apostles he is something?
Another example of Paul relativizing two important works of God is 2 Cor 3:6-11. Here Paul contrasts the glory of Moses' ministry with the ministry of the Spirit. Though God performed miracles through Moses' ministry that were unparalleled in history, Paul refers to Moses' ministry as having no glory now, for "what once had splendor has come to have no splendor at all, because of the splendour that surpasses it." It all pales in comparison. Moreover, three times Paul uses a kal vachomer (a fortiori) argument to compare old covenant and new covenant experiences of the presence and power of God (vv. 8, 9, 11) . Both are truly glorious revelations of the God of Israel, but one is more glorious than the other. To emphasize the "surpassing glory," Paul uses language that downplays the Sinai revelation. But it is wrong to mistake this as trivialization of the old covenant glory. 45 It is instead a rhetorical device intended to highlight the greater glory. He refers to something genuinely important to emphasize what is even more important. It is likely that Paul uses the same rhetorical device when he refers to circumcision and uncircumcision as "nothing." Second, Paul's manner of expression (ouj de÷ n...aÓ lla» » ) in 1 Cor 7:19 is consistent with the Jewish idiom of dialectic negation in which the "'not...but...' antithesis need not be understood as an 'either...or,' but rather with the force of 'more important than.'" 46 Consider, for example, how the prophet Hosea makes the same kind of hyperbolic-comparison statement when he speaks in the name of the Lord, "For I desire steadfast love and not sacrifice, the knowledge of God rather than burnt offerings" (Hos 6:6). Sacrifices were important, for the Lord commanded them, but "steadfast love" was even more important. To emphasize this, the Lord states that he does not desire sacrifice. The negative statement should be taken as hyperbole; it is a Hebrew rhetorical device. Consistent with his 1 Cor 7:17-24 rule in all the churches, Paul refers to "Jews" and "Gentiles" (Greeks) in his letters. 49 To Peter, who withdrew from eating with Jesus-believing "Gentiles" (Gal 2:12), he says, "You are a Jew" (Gal 2:14). The writer of Colossians 4:10-11 refers to Aristarchus, Mark and Justus as "the only ones of the circumcision among my co-workers for the kingdom of God." By contrast, Titus is a "Greek" (Gal 2:3). In Romans 11:13, Paul writes, "Now I am speaking to you Gentiles." All of this suggests that, for Paul, the Jew-Gentile distinction is preserved, not erased in Christ.
50 "He accepts, and even insists on retaining, the differences as ethnic-identity markers at the same time as he strips them of soteriological significance." What are the implications of the Acts 15 conciliar decree for Jesus-believing Jews? This is a question that has been largely overlooked by theologians. The Jerusalem apostles and elders ruled that "brothers of Gentile origin" (aÓ delfoi√ ß toi√ ß eẋ eqnw◊ n) were exempt from the requirement of circumcision (Acts 15:23). Gentiles did not need to become Jews and live the circumcised life in order to be saved. At the same time, the Jerusalem ruling gave no indication that Jesus-believing Jews were exempt from the responsibilities of Jewish covenantal life. As F. Scott Spencer points out, "The representatives at the Jerusalem conference─including Paul─agreed only to release Gentile believers from the obligation of circumcision; the possibility of nullifying this covenantal duty for Jewish disciples was never considered. The Jerusalem council decision presumes that Jews will (and should) remain Jews in keeping with the "covenant of circumcision" (Acts 7:8; Gn 17:9-14).
55
In Acts 21:17-26─the mirror text of Acts 15─this theologoumenon is made explicit. 56 Here Paul sets the record straight that the rumors about him are false 57 (i.e. he does not teach Jews to assimilate but to remain faithful Jews) even as Paul himself lives as a Torah observant Jew. 58 halakhah (note the Pharisaic context of the demands in Acts 15:5). It does not follow from this statement that Peter considered Jesus-believing Jews exempt from the responsibilities of Jewish covenantal life stipulated in the Torah or that he considered these responsibilities necessary for salvation. He may have viewed them as commandments of God for Jews, the observance of which did not have a direct bearing on salvation. Similarly, the apostolic decree lists a number of ritual "requirements" (eṗa¿ nagkeß) for Jesus-believing Gentiles (Acts 15:28-29) but there is no indication that they are necessary for salvation.
Factoring in Luke's account, we conclude that there are two universal rules in the New Testament that enjoin Jews to remain Jews, and Gentiles to remain Gentiles─one authorized by and the other by the Jerusalem apostles (Acts 15). Paul's direct involvement in delivering the apostolic decree to the churches (Acts 15:22−16:5) would furthermore suggest from a canonical perspective that these two rules are really two apostolic expressions of the same rule in principle.
59 Many Jesus-believers today view the Apostles' Creed and the canons (rules) of the Ecumenical councils convened in the fourth through ninth centuries as authoritative standards of Christian life and doctrine. How much more should contemporary Jesus-believers find significance in Paul's rule and the Jerusalem Council's apostolic decree─universal directives that go back to the beginnings of the church and that reflect full apostolic authority.
The Effects of the Church Not Keeping Paul's Rule Paul's rule instructs the circumcised to remain circumcised and not to become uncircumcised. Throughout most of church history, however, the church's policy has been the exact opposite─Jews who believed in Jesus were expected to leave behind their Jewish identity and assimilate into Gentile Christianity. As an example of this sentiment, Jerome wrote to Augustine in 404 C.E.─"since they [Jesus-believing Jews] want to be both Jews and Christians, they are neither Jews nor Christians" (Epist. 112.13; 75.13). Augustine replied to Jerome that "the Jewish ceremonies are to Christians both hurtful and fatal, and that whoever observes them, whether he was originally Jew or Gentile, is on his way to the pit of perdition" (Epist. 82.18).
60
A number of regional and ecumenical councils, beginning with the Council of Elvira in c. 305 C.E., prohibited Christians from associating with Jews and observing Jewish ceremonies. The Second Council of Nicea (787 C.E.) was the first ecumenical council to explicitly ban Jesus-believing Jews, who lived as Jews, from the church (canon 8). Baptized Jews were expected to renounce all ties to Jewish life through confessions like the following:
I do here and now renounce every rite and observance of the Jewish religion, detesting all its most solemn ceremonies and tenets that in former days I kept and held. In the future I will practice no rite or celebration connected with it, nor any custom of my past error, promising neither to seek it out nor to perform it (Of Erwig, Leg. Vis. 12.3.14) .
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Because the church did not keep Paul's rule, it became a broken family. It became an all-Gentile church with a persona non grata view of practicing Jews, a deformity never envisioned by Jesus and his apostles. The gospel as Paul preached it demanded a continued ethnic distinctiveness between Jews and Gentiles in order that… [ADONAI] , the God of the Hebrews, could be conceptualized by both Jews and Gentiles as the God of all nations…This is certainly his point of view in Rom. 3:29-30 where he says: "Or is God the God of the Jews only? Is he not the God of the Gentiles also? Yes, of the Gentiles also, since God is one." His thought is: if God is one he must be the God of both Jews and Gentiles. Belief in…[ADONAI] as the one universal God thus demanded mutual recognition between Jews and Gentiles that they both belonged to the same God. We may even go further and say that any attempt on either side to erase the ethnic and cultural nature of the other would be to destroy Paul's particular concept of unity between Jews and Gentiles…In Romans 11 Paul describes God as maneuvering Israel and the nations in such a way as eventually to include all within his kingdom (cf. ). Thus it is necessary for Paul's thought to distinguish ethnically between Jews and Gentiles since each had an ethnic role to play in the salvation of the other. The ultimate goal, in Paul's mind, was the mutual recognition of each under the divine rule of…[ADONAI], the God of Abraham…Paul's particular insistence on unity between Jews and Gentiles, as opposed to some nebulous concept of world unity, gives the continued observance of the law on the part of Jewish Christianity an important role to play within his gospel…All of this is to say that with Paul salvation is the unification of uncircumcised, non-Torah-abiding Gentiles with circumcised, Torah-abiding Jews under the one divine headship of…[ADONAI], the God of Abraham. 63 Rudolph Traditionally, the church has understood itself as a spiritual fellowship in which the carnal distinction between Jew and Gentile no longer applies. The church has declared itself a third and final "race" that transcends and replaces the difference between Israel and the nations…The proper therapy for this misunderstanding is a recovery of the church's basic character as a table fellowship of those who are-and remain-different. The distinction between Jew and Gentile, being intrinsic to God's work as the Consummator of creation, is not erased but realized in a new way in the sphere of the church. The church concerns the Jew as a Jew and the Gentile as a Gentile, not only initially or for the period of a few generations but essentially and at all times. 66 Increasing numbers of churches today are affirming Israel's irrevocable election and repudiating supersessionism, however, such statements should be concomitant with support for Torahdefined ecclesiological variegation. Soulen notes that a logical implication of renouncing supersessionism is affirming Jew-Gentile distinction and Jewish continuity within the church:
For Wyschogrod, the acid test of the church's theological posture toward Israel's election is the church's conduct toward Jews in its own midst, that is, toward Jews who have been baptized…If the church acknowledges the abiding reality of Israel's corporeal election, it will naturally expect baptized Jews to maintain faithfully their Jewish identity. But if the church truly believes that it has superseded God's covenant with Israel, it will prohibit or discourage Jews from preserving their identity as Jews and members of the Jewish people. In short, the problem of supersessionism turns on the church's capacity to acknowledge the abiding religious significance of Israel's corporeal election and hence the abiding religious significance of the distinction between Gentile and Jew. 67 Rudolph Because this pastor upheld Paul's rule (probably more out of instinct than response to 1 Cor 7:17-24), I was raised as a Messianic Jew.
79 I now have three daughters, all of whom have been raised in Messianic synagogues and identify as Messianic Jews. My oldest daughter is an undergraduate student at Johns Hopkins University, and she tells me that she will raise her future children as Messianic Jews. The Messianic synagogue option enabled my parents (both of whom are halakhically Jewish) to pass on Jewish identity to their children and grandchildren. 80 But things could have turned out differently had the pastor not intervened. If the pastor had welcomed my father into his church, without welcoming his Jewish calling, the likelihood is that I (like the vast majority of Jesus-believing Jews who attend Gentile churches) would have assimilated into Gentile Christianity. There are presently over one million Christians in the United States who have a Jewish parent. 81 We do not know how many of these Christians of Jewish descent attend churches; however, there is little question that the number is in the hundreds of thousands. Church leaders who meet these individuals can act on Paul's rule by connecting them with Messianic synagogues where the ethos and community life reflects a commitment to Jewish covenantal living.
82 But how can a church leader uphold Paul's rule if the person or couple does not want to attend a Messianic synagogue or if there is no Messianic synagogue in the area?
To begin with, church leaders can encourage baptized Jews to move in the direction of "staying Jewish," and help them toward this end. They can explain to them, on the basis of 1 Cor 7:17-24, that being a Jew is a calling from God, and that God wants them to keep the covenant of their fathers. The Jewish member of a church can be counseled to remain connected to the Jewish community, either through a Messianic affiliation, a mainstream synagogue, or both. They can be encouraged to study Hebrew, attend parsha (Torah portion) classes, give tzedakah (charity) and engage in gemilut chasadim (acts of kindness) within the Jewish community, to grow in their walk with God and to become better Jews.
Pastoral leaders can advise Jews in their churches, including those who are intermarried, to maintain Jewish life in their homes through welcoming the Shabbat (Sabbath), celebrating Jewish festivals, keeping kosher and hanging a mezuzah (a small case containing a parchment of Dt 6:4-9; 11:13-21 with God's name written on the back) on their doorpost, among other Jewish observances. Jewish life is centered in the home. The church leader may be able to work closely with a local rabbi (Messianic or mainstream) who is willing to assist with Jewish lifecycle events such as bris/brit milah (circumcision) ceremonies, bar/bat mitzvahs, weddings and funerals.
The pastor or priest needs to make room for Jews to live as Jews within the church, teaching the Scriptures in a way that affirms Israel's irrevocable election, and the existence of distinct callings for Jews and Gentiles. All of this takes commitment and knowledge on the part of the church that wants to honor Paul's rule that Jews should remain Jews and not assimilate. Without such commitment and knowledge, Jews in churches will naturally gravitate toward assimilation, as they have done throughout history. "significance of Jewish continuity in the Church, as an ongoing link between its historic beginnings, its present life, and its future hope." Speakers included Father David Neuhaus, SJ, Patriarchal Vicar General for Hebrew speaking Catholics in Israel, and Father Antoine Levy, OP, director of the Studium Catholicum in Helsinki. After two days of meetings, the Helsinki Consultation on Jewish Continuity in the Body of Messiah issued the following statement:
We thank God for bringing us as Jews to the knowledge of Jesus the Messiah, and we express a debt of gratitude to those from the Nations who have transmitted the knowledge of Christ from generation to generation. While we seek to speak on behalf of those who share our Jewish identity and faith in Christ, we have no official mandate from our respective communities. In what follows we are expressing our own deeply held convictions.
At this unprecedented event, we have experienced the depth of our bond, and at the same time we have wrestled with the diversity of our ingrained theological and cultural constructs. In spite of church divisions, we have come together as Jews who believe in Jesus. We hope that sharing the fruit of our common efforts will benefit our brothers and sisters in Christ. We do not aim to issue a definitive declaration, but to initiate an ongoing process of discussion.
There are many Jewish people in the body of Christ. We believe that this reality reflects God's intention that Israel and the Nations live as mutual blessings to one another. In fact, the Church in its essence is the communion of Jews and those from the Nations called to faith in Christ.
In light of this truth, we think that the life of Jews in the body of Christ has theological significance for that body as a whole. Their presence serves as a constant reminder to the body that its existence is rooted in the ongoing story of the people of Israel. This story resounds throughout the celebration of the liturgical life of the community. We believe that this story finds its center in Israel's Messiah. We believe that Jews within the body are a living bond between the Church and the people of Israel. Accordingly, we would like to explore concrete ways in which Jewish people may live out their distinctive calling in the body of Christ.
Finally, we wish to express to our Jewish brothers and sisters who do not share our faith in Jesus the Messiah that we consider ourselves to be part of the Jewish people and are committed to its welfare.
84
The consultation's desire to "explore concrete ways in which Jewish people may live out their distinctive calling in the body of Christ" reflects a new ecumenical vision for Jewish continuity in the church that challenges long-held approaches to boundary construction.
Conclusion
No one likes church rules. However, Paul's "rule in all the churches" (1 Cor 7:17-24) should be embraced because it sustains the church as a body of Jews and Gentiles. When we do not keep Paul's rule, the church becomes devoid of practicing Jews. Some people are fine with this and
